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RtfT^TT, 3ft 30, 1980/3TTTT9, 1902 
NEW DELHI, MONDAY, JUNE 30, 1980/ASADHA 9. 1902 

vet f»n*r ^ httot tftrfi f fa «nj tfa «.t 4 trq- 
tw ^ rm tit tfa 




Separate panics is given to this Part In order that it may be filed as a separate 
v compilation 


M»t, tout TEtroft *PT«f ww 
(faerfat fww) 

wfarjwaT i 

Tfferft, 30^4, 1980 


ft^brr warn- % trriV mr dt $ (*forr wtos) fa 
fatffar *rrrr«ff Tt w ifr wrfn ifr fan Pnfittr w. fan 
^ tfh: w h-tTet ih tow b famnc, 1976 it, wrfu twwt 
*rww ^ frog arffa it, wr g^r wwwr sft tmr 99 ^ 

Wffa ptifa 5TflT«ft gw, s5t wn; 


WcWo 473 («)—TT^fe HTT fW W fWrfaT 
w^t wfatarro aimrtt % fa* toT I :— 

«n«n 

1972 it }n to ^ fm ™ * 

wit s^sr ttwt k 247-wwftu fariw «fa it fanffar wwrf 
Bwt ^ ftnj (fa*t vft ^ "fctrfnr ww'ff’’ V wjt) 
m ffafaw Wit trfa ?** ^rraTspT {V*p. 3*) ant 26 ^ 

1974 W nr WTWT TO W <67 faff W *ff fa 

mi f it *ifa sfaftfaw ufafaw. 1951 ^ m 

‘%W rWWt’’ ^ W t) ^ 123 * p* (4) * 

fafafag ’stw ffTOTO fiPlT ff l 

wm * sTfr ft** fa? irn s i 9 ? 9 

^ qrrf^- * if 3TTW <t wfr» ^ faw tffa gw =ww ^ 
fafasmt Wt TOT I 

TTorrfet it ^fafaWT WTO 8OT >ft W'tTrTT ( 3 ) % 

*™/if ™ it VT aw 7T wr Efft % fa W 

f^ifw wwff tt wt wfsrf^r ^ OTn # w-wtt ( i ) 

% wfPT ^ fell wit tftr Rft HT. « ^ 

% fbtr ftrfer ftnn ^ 

( 931 ) 


wr: f, ^nfhr ^fr, to w TT^rfir to nftTfairs 
lit up:r a^r ^ tot ntrr (3) wf^r >jn srro sii^nff vt 
sr^itir grr ^ Wriwr ^ ftr ftr^ffw nwfl <t a 
fwwr, 19 7 6 it wr sit wtfn % ftpT fw%r fwrr wt; 1 
71^9% TO, -ftgJT wtar WV, 

^ ftswt, 18 ^T, 1980 <riW W TIK^fir 

TTTpW 


snttr wnibi 


>uw Pprfwr trurEr % wist to srSrvr brwpr to % 1 ?jn^ 
rrror «ft 2357 aftnr % nft tfbtr srfirrHfpfT wfsriim, i 9 si 
anr s»fr( 1 ) % wftofTrtaT % tot % wrairo ^ ftwrir 1 


tm 

<nw ^ Tn^rfir it ttw srfiTf^fa^ tTfafaq-rr, 1951 (ftrtt 
w*t pto ‘'tot pfsrfwr” wt w ft) ^ ant sw:( 3) ^ rratt 
snw w firfia if rttot % Snttr % Pr^ ?t tot g^t f, aralu 
wr gw f=raTa gw "H ^ trmt srf7 €ri7i frnj 
t?t gw wfaPrwr % wfrt frof^tr frw wtr, *fk gft ^t, at 
f?rwt wrfa 47 fgrr | 


nr wwt % gTO aw tf^t if «g a-prt |: 


349 GI/80 
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STIjT fftWT ft? 1972 *T JTT mam Pan few t 247 -OTgnfe 

thtt fwnfew it w«w ntm famra gm Sr fag fwarfen ?g 
«f | W 6 W Wtw ms® mTWm (afefr <%) [t ^ 6 % Fiafan ft 
26-4-74 at S]WT Stfan €7; fen aWfPtr mTgm t 
Wan gfErftwW at SRT 123(4) % giffe 'H 1I T ffTTTUT $ fag 

tfpft ffjjT 1 rm nnwraw t g? mgr ft? sj$t Sfam fa? t gar 
faartw wfirn gfa aawfan anrar wt fawif wan fwnfaw t wwSr 
gag srfnirtt TT° wi tr % agfanwn gft? aflr gram Sr 
t% Jr gar ffagr to wr i a? graftrawar ww w ^tttt |:— 

". 1 .’.fatr nrt am ar?, Trafar sfw t ww Saif aw 

Stn fergr % n?t ?taff if wtwfa wawgr *fk nifar nmr 0 
arfa a?f wgfrt wtwfa art ’thtt i agr <tnw &^r ®ztPft at gm 
ate far grat | ^ft wrfarar % wfafa waft $ g*n feraat 
gmrr at if w?ff |.. ” 

mranw mrgrag t sijt Sttm fir? am mw aft gfgtfa 
8 - 9-76 *pY iarrfmsr an; gt afk rj»? mrgm an ferfSawg angw 
tot i w^amr ^qnrmpr if w^g rargraw % wan faftagg afrr 
arfear $ wnnw at Tfgrt aw afr gfeg 13 - 9-74 at fan wr a? 
aft s- 9-76 at a? an; ftgr wgr 1 n5*pm w*w rawing an wan 
gfafaww at am 99 % gntw a? gitar fernf air (sr^r SUr? 
fir? aff) ngwan 'snn mwr % fag gfet w wm wt, nrffe 
8-9-76 aff ggrat gaarr 1 

wrg sntur fwr wt % rrfag t, fwafgw Wet (mfraw) 
gpErfagw, 19 7 s arm aar tartfan aarr gfaftgw aff am sar (1) 
at argmr *mr aTpfar 14 - 8-78 ^ aar if zrg 7 : fir? arr 

wit ^aaff PrrtaT % ma % ?mrm % Pr TTGprfh vt 
snrp farrr 1 sarr arfsrPm aff trm sar( 3 ) % af'^ra arraVr 
tr wir ^ f^PT v^rfh ar aaPrra faSrr aaff ^ aiNWW 

I 1 

arPTfa % rmff «Prf mr arnff ^ yt xrf? fe? (fk% 
?rrif anP ‘'arraaar” ar?r w |) aff ^ff arrf ar araarr ^ir ar 
faPraaa' ferf 1 arntPr if maft an^fa av^nffPrar arffaff ya> g^arr 
^ arr «rf ftPnppr faarr ftraif a? y®r aat far aaT 
faiw if 5® a^rr % 1 fprr amr aa anaor a? aT far wr^aar 
Paw Trarfffwar aw (arnwr arS) aw wr ww% f® «rPwff % f® 
srwrwqw wr^iar aff affr ir ^ar fanj wy *r Iwaaw watra 1 
awtrarr aff awr anif wp=ff afrfiwPr % ^a if a? anara wr fa> 
arrtaar aa, Twraa wrnrrwa % Wwaaa wtw ir wtasrfaar 
wrawa wwjt a?r 11 %aw wmifw tt^Iw ari^w (wt) Jr ww 
^awr aa wtr forT *ffr aTo artwr afa, wfftaw aff afr yar 
wrrr’ff »ff wt fira% fam ww arTafwaprar aaaftrw fear 
iprr wt, ?w «n? % Pwf arf^fw fort far a? gwar$ if arpfta % 
wwar wwaa afafafawr ar^ 1 ?w wrwir if Pww af graft 
fVrff a«ranr aff anPrr ar wr wrtwar aff t aawrtaf aiPaw arr^ 
arr rftaw % fww, farwarr a? arfMW % T?r wr ar^ar arawTf 
ar awfwrr •pf at 1 waw : graTt 1 wrt, isao ^r ^f at 1 

wrifar 1 wt 4 , isao aff gt graTf if antrar % anwriiw 
aff qwo^ro irwffr ^ ar?r ftr wrf w to tr rftrr if f% arrtaar 
aff Prrf|w fawn wry wwar w^f, wfwar r^f ar?wr 1 1 w?f% 

a? watarrc fawT Par Praffww anw«ff aff Pir ot® arrarur % fwg 

ftrwP fan) w rrfwrww afh waaww rnwTrPT if rir aWf TTWf 
Prrf|w PPar sp warm 1 1 atw: gtf sm tr ?w a?^ % fimw if 

faawn: if a^f aff armwawr w?f 1 1 wagwrr ff wfwfw^ffor 

amrr 5 Par arrtaar aff Prrf?rr ferr wig 1 


srwr a? 8 ; ft- wrtaar air fawrrf trafw % fwg frrf?w 
Pam wrg 1 arrtwar % arrewfw Jr ft^aw fawr far wrtsar aff waPw 
ra ir faw gaw t awffar wwaw frataw wr wffw awfawT 
war wr 1 wrarr ar?wr wr far atwiw wm% if «r«r (nwrur 
#r rgnw aflr wwaff awfrwf aft rtw if wst jg, wnrlw rffar 
sfwfiffER? wfirfaw, 1951 aff wwffirw wrrr sar mr waff 
(wwffw vf) 5raw fttar wfarr aw wwfw awtaar % war if arr 
wawrr ^ afrr a? arr^ rfr fat^wr Sr ftrg 0 a^- aff wFErawwamftr 
faww w art 1 wgfft fwaw fawn far srrtaar argw: wrffar 26-4-74 
if wwf? war® Riwmw % Prww aff writ® ir Prrf?n T?r ^awffar 
warn rwiw w %aw rfffirw tfar mtar Pptt nr 1 waww 
RTwirtw % nrfPa 8-9-76 Sr Prww aff wr« 3 wr if *ff wrwwwrt 
?ffw aw aw www rffw waw ^ fwwSr tfnw antaar if artf fwaiaw 
wfff w?r nYr iw warrr a? fwrf%r wwt r?r 1 

war w? wrfwf aff wf far arrSaar wwarnr otwiott Sr farSw 
aft wrtr® ir fawpfr waf^ war fffT^n wfw aaw |, wfir wifw?raf 
waftr Sr Ppr Pnf%r arr ftwr wrw rif otw Sr w|aw aff yfw fft 
wrynt t awwwrw % PrSaw fiprr far waaamr otwtww Sr wrrfirar 
' fwtwf aw wataww w w? | far ait war ftwr wrw a? w ai rwa 
w ?farr gwmrrtf srwra aw ?fwr atf?w 1 ^ arStw Sr wasr if 
wwir wrSaar aff afrr ir 5® faniran: wrfawwf nm fag wy ?w 
amiTw Sr swpnwtff aft afir sq tw arrarw laraT far w^ww sarwiOTr 
Sr ffptw Sr an ^ wTrarr wnhrfwar warn wr t?t 1 1 

tfwr Sarww arftw (ant) aw wfwfwFtm arrS' ?rSr wfEraawr 
*To arSnr rfiw w arratw ir mm? famr far arrSwar art 6 at aft 
trfaawrw farfaT aw war fen wm 1 ar?r fe arrSaar aff 
tffr ir arPaw fan wg srwmrmt art fawnffw wiff wtwt ang 
awffar S waff wwtottw ww aafaenff am fag wg | aft nwt awr Sr 
| few an aw mrSaar 1 1 ggffe anm far few «rfawwT it wan 
5rwmwn mw fag wg | wgif if gar nfaw wan rnigfenrnar 
fcafer Sr wawnw if mf w? mmiff ffwr far w^rrw wrrwrn 
aflw w^a 'qrwTww Sr fantwf ir wna ^ 1 ngffe w? wt as?r far 
wagan IVtat Sr nra aft wrnaar S wSar <i^ awt fag | fewSr angn 
nw wg fwfew *ftr aifnar wnfe nfawn fag wg 11 farwj mrwf 
wan awtn Sr mSa if a? ^?n awt mlinar wtw Sar w^f an 
wSr 1 

ife anSaar Sr armfw «ff waftr affr tfeww Sjrw arttw 
(ant) aw trfnfwfErn an% nfe ito afewr ww aft anWf ar 
fema; famr 11 ?w am wa wfe Sif art anmrawn ntff | far 
fwafnwf if amrfirwf aff fwafawf art ajanr at nwrg awfe aw 
smw anaf aTf?g afta gfnanf arawaff wr ^fe? woth^ wt wwSr 
nftn ?aw Sr wwtw vt, %r far ?w wnfe- if gan fwnr apt 
anwt wifeg affw wit w?w w^f fawn anwr nr%r 1 

fen wf ? wwatm jf far nwwrw wmir if aimsr aff waffenr 
at am ant afet f® wfefnrfnwf f feat ?w mn aw aftfenr 
nwnr t Par mt 6 at # far|nr aft nfaawrm mafir nfen a^f $ 1 
rrrnaar Sr fwafew wr, m’n mrmw Sr mtar arrant ar nnfe 
aft wt tf ft—r rwTwraw afrr w^anw rararaw atat ?T t 
anSnar art amn wan nmrwa Sr wawam Sr w mram arr tfet 
nwr 1 w? 'at w^tOTffe ^ fe w?t qr wf anSaar at wfiramf 
ww«ff Sr Rfeawn mrarw Sr rfw if ffnwr amw wawfarw ant Sr 
wz mw Sr feg wtar jrfnPwftna wMwww, 1951 aff 0m 
123(4) Sr msftw nfef nn wn affe wir mf Sr gram qw aifet 
if mffe ant Sr arm gram Sr fey ®an gftrfagw at am 
i 23 ( 3 ar) Sr gtffw, wan tmrira Sr gran wr, nffem a^f famT 
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wr i *?rft nfrrftw Riftm ft wnfFT ft *nw *e ww yt q* 

vial'll dtqa fftqT ^ fft dnU -qThTffff ft fftffq % ITI ft ift 
3 wr ^rrairffruT urn *r®®i $ ffk: urft wkr ft Tffft 

ijcTj* ^nftir ftftt, ifthj* ftffrfftr ftk ftft fft ^s f^r^WR 
wrfwfr % wn* sr^r fftq $ i 

ff*ft w mifr ftt ftrff t7? wtstt tr vfft)iT»: vrit 
ufftn nff ftkiT % fftq Rjfwit ft ft tmum' fftir | ft ffftr 
■crcpftftw iff ft f ftrarr *TT^?r ((; i ffq^w wwf ftt str ft 

R*ft jjff ft ffffFffr j fft qftr FTftTff ftf r-Hfcn ftf ITlfft Tvgffff 

wrrcmspT ft fftftq ftf ffkkr ft srrt *rft four ft! amr efr i^nr 

% T^W ^ flrcr it ffTtnfr ; 

rn: W TW ( ftk rppjffrr ft fffff grdfftfffN fffufftqq, 

1951 ftf sro 8 <f( 3) ft wftfa ftt m; rw ft*T j 

fft sift ftrtRr fft$ ft) frftrfftirff ftt httt si? ft? fftfrr 
firckr 8-9-76 ft *mfti Rmnwr % fftftff ftt <rrflw ft 

fff ft ffro 99 ft fftflff T»ff anqrffff wr mftff [srvnftf gvT 
»rft ftf ciftrft Rtr Iftiftjfr ir fftqr ffTT i 

nt ftffrff, is ffrft, 1000 i qffoqffoffvuT, tmn ft 

H*r fftnfiff cmjiff 
[ffo hi: 7( 24)/80-ftr« II] 
ffftowftoctff 0 4 rV Krrfftr, fffftir 

MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE & COMPANY AFFAIRS 
(Leglslativ* Department) 

NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 30th June, 1980 

S.O. 475(E). —The following Order made by the President 
la published for general information :— 

ORDER 

Whereas the election of Thakur Virendra Singh (hereinafter 
referred to as the "returned candidate”), a returned candidate 
from 247-Khachrod constituency in the State of Madhya 
Pradesh at the general election to the Legislative Assembly 
of Madhya Pradesh held in 1972 was set aside by the Madhya 
Pradesh High Court (Indore Bench) on 26th April 1974, on 
the ground of commission by the returned candidate of the 
corrupt practice specified in clause (4) of section 123 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 (hereinafter refrred 
to as “the said Act”); 

And whereas the Supreme Court dismissed the appeal filed 
by Thakur Virendra Singh on 8th September, 1976 and up¬ 
held the decision of the High Court; 

And whereas the President has sought the opinion of the 
Election Commission in pursuance of sub-section (3) of Sec¬ 
tion 8A of the said Act on the question whether the returned 
candidate should be disqualified under sub-section (1) of that 
section of the said Act and, if so, for what period; 

And whereas the Election Commission has given its opinion 
(vide Annexure) that the returned candidate should be dis¬ 
qualified for a period of four years to be reckoned from 8th 
September, 1976 i.e. the date of the judgment of the Supreme 
Court from which date the order of the High Court under 
section 99 became effective; 

Now, therefore, I. Neelam Sanjiva Reddy, President of 
India, in exercise of the powers conferred on me under sub¬ 
section (3) of section 8A of the said Act do hereby decide 
that the returned candidate should be disqualified for a 
period of four years from 8th September, 1976. 

Rashtrapati Bhavan, 

New Delhi, 

The 18th June, 1980, 

NEELAM SANJIVA REDDY 
PRESIDENT OF INDIA 


ANNEXURE 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

BEFORE THE ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

In re: Determination of the question of disqualification of 
Thakur Virendra Singh Ex-M.L.A. of Madhya Pradesh 
under Section 8 A(l) of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951. 

OPINION 

In the present reference from the President of India under 
section 8 A(3) of the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the said Act') a two fold 
question arises for consideration of the Commission i.e. whe¬ 
ther Thakur Virendra Singh, an cx-M ember of the Madhya 
Pradesh Legislative Assembly should be disqualified under 
section 8 A(l) of the said Act and jf so, for what period. 

The relevant facts of the case are briefly as under ;— 

The election of Thakur Virendra Singh, who was elected to 
the Madhya Pradesh Legislative Assembly at the general 
election hold in 1972 from 247-Khachrod assembly consti¬ 
tuency, was declared void by I he High Court of Madhya Pra- 
desf\ (Indore Bench on 26-4-74 as tile High Court found him 
guilty of corrupt practice under section 123(4) of the said 
Act. The High Court found that Thakur Virendra Singh 
had got printed and published a pamphlet which contained a 
false statement in relation to the personal character and con¬ 
duct of Dr. Rajendra Jain—his main adversary at the election. 
The offending passage runs as follows 

“.What to speak of other things, Rajendra Jain went 

on tour to those countries where beef is prepared and 
served in Hotels and there he took beef even. Do 
you ivant to cast your vote in favour of a person 
who is atheist who ,is a beef eater and is devoid 
of Dharma." 

The Supreme Court dismissed the appeal filed by Thakur 
Virendra Singh on 8-9-76 and upheld the decision of the 
High Court. The interim order dated 13-9-74 of the Supreme 
Court staying the operation of the aforesaid decision and 
order of the High Court was also vaealed on 8-9-76, Accord¬ 
ingly, the decision and order of the High Court under section 
99 of the said Act finding him guilty of the aforesaid corrupt 
practice look effect from 8-9-76. 

In terms of section 8 Afl) of (he said Act ns amended by 
the Election Laws (Amendment) Act, 1975, the Secretary, 
Madhya Pradesh Vidhan Sabha, in his letter dated 14-8-78, 
submitted to the President the case of Thakur Virendra Singh 
for determination of the question of his disqualification. 
Hence the present reference from the President for the opinion 
of the Commission under section 8 A(3) of the said Act. 

The Commission before formulating its opinion, decided to 
give opportunity to Thakur Virendra Singh (hereinafter refer¬ 
red to as the applicant’) of being heard. The Commission 
also decided to give notice to all National Political Parties 
asking them if they had anything to sav in the matter, because 
certain certificates from some persons belonging to the politi¬ 
cal party (Janata Party) to which the applicant belonged were 
filed before the Commission on behalf of the applicant to 
show as a mitigating circumstance that the applicant was main¬ 
taining good public conduct after the decision of the Supreme 
Court. Only the Indian National Congress tl) responded to 
that notice and authorised Dr, Rajendra Jain, Advocate and 
the very candidate against whom the abovcmentionecl offend¬ 
ing pamphlet was published, to represent it before tbe Corn-* 
mission at the hearing. The hearing fixed in the matter was 
adjourned on several occasions at the request of one or the 
other party or for allowing the applicant to file documents 
on which he relied. Tt was ultimately heard or: the 1st March, 
1980. 

At the hearing held on the 1st March. 1980. Shn S. K. 
Gambhir, Counsel for the applicant, staled that he had no< 
much to submit on the question whether the annhVant should 
be disqualified and conceded that rhe disqualification might 
be visited on the returned candidate for having committed 
the corrupt practice of which he had been found guilty bv 
the High Court and the Supreme Court. T, therefore, need 
not dilate more on this aspect of the question, I accordingly 
hold that the applicant should be disqualified. 
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Now remains the question as to for what period the appli¬ 
cant should be. disqualified. The Counsel for the, applicant 
aupmilted . that the applicant had already heew*' adequately 
punished inasmuch as his election was declarecL.fwidf 4 Hc urgea 
that having regard to the nature find gravity'*)!' the corrupt 
practice in the present case, the Commission might exercise 
the discretionary power conferred on it by the amended 
Section 8A of the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
in favour of the applicant and may not fix the maximum 
period of 6 years disqualification. He submitted that the 
applicant had virtually remained disqualified from 26-4-74, 
i.e. from the date of the High Court's judgment as only a 
limited stay was granted by me Supreme Court. Even from 
the date of the Supreme Court's judgment on 8-9-76, nearly 
3-1 /2 years had elapsed during which period the applicant 
did not contest any election and thus suffered the disqualifi¬ 
cation. 

It was therefore prayed that it would meet the ends of 
justice if the applicant was disqualified for the period already 
undergone by him from the date of the Supreme Court's 
judgment. The Counsel submitted that the latest trend of 
judicial pronouncements of the Supreme Court was that the 
punishment meted out should have a reformative rather than 
punitive effect. In connection with the above submission, he 
invited a reference to the certificates from certain responsible 
persons produced on behalf of the applicant to the effect 
that he had been maintaining a good public conduct after the 
judgment of the Supreme Court. 

Dr. Rajendra Jain, Advocate representing Indian National 
Congress (T), however, urged the Commission that maximum 
period of disqualification for 6 years should he inflicted upon 
the applicant. He submitted that no credibility might be 
attached to the certificates filed on behalf of the applicant on 
the ground that all such certificates had been given by the 
persons belonging to the party to which the applicant be¬ 
longed. He pointed out that one of the persons from whom 
the above certificate was obtained was himself an accomplice 
In the publication of the offending pamphlet, as would be 
observed from the judgments of the Supreme Court and the 
High Court. He further submitted that even after the above- 
mentioned judgments, the applicant had indulged in several 
acts leading to institution of civil and criminal cases. He 
had, however, no material evidence to submit readily in 
support of his above contention. 

I have considered the above submissions of Shri Gambhir, 
Counsel for the applicant and Dr. Raiendra Jain representing 
the Indian National Congress ill, It hardly needs to be em¬ 


phasized that the candidates at elections should strive to main¬ 
tain purity of elections and any attempt at vilification or 
character assassination of lival candidates as in me present 
case should be frowned upon and should not be counle- 
.nanced. 


Nevertheless, I think there are certain mitigating circumstan¬ 
ces in tfie present case which would justify the view that the 
maximum period of disqualification for 6 years is not warrant¬ 
ed here. The election of the applicant was called in question 
on several grounds of corrupt practices, but both the High 
Court and the Supreme Court had found the applicant guilty 
of only one corrupt practice of publishing the above-referred 
pamphlet. Tt is further significant to note that even here 
the applicant had been found guilty of corrupt practice of 
publishing a false statement in relation to the personal conduct 
of the rival candidate under section 123(4) of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 and be had not been Indicted 
for the corrupt practice of making appeal on the ground 
of religion under section 12313A) of the said Act on the 
basis of the said pamphlet. The above apart the applicant 
had submitted an affidavit before the Commission that be 
had been maintaining good public conduct after the decision 
of the Supreme Court and in support thereof had adduced 
certificates from some responsible persons like a former Union 
Minister, a veteran Parliamentarian and the like. It would 
not be proper to discard wholly all such certificates solely 
on the ground that the persons giving such certificates belong¬ 
ed to die political party to which the applicant belonged. 
Having regard to he above I, think it would serve the interests 
of justice if the period of disqualification of the applicant is 
fixed for four years to be recokoned from the date ol the 
decision of the Supreme Court. 


I am thus of the opinion, and accordingly tender it to 
the President under Section 8 A(3) of the Reoresentation, of 
the People Act, 1951, that Thakur Virendra Singh should he 
disqualified under section 8A of the said Act for a period 
of four years to be recokoned from 8-9-76, i.e. the dale 
of the judgment of the Supreme Court from which date the 
order of the High Court under section 99 became effective. 

New Delhi, the 15th March, 1980. 

S. L. SHAKDHER, Chief Election Commissioner of India 

[No. F. 7(24) /80-Leg, II) 
R. V. S. PERI SASTRI, Secy. 
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